Remarks 

The specification of Patent '561 discloses a broad range of thickness for 

the protective layer (or for each individual protective layer). 
Column 8, lines 27 to 31 , of Patent '561 states: 
" The individual protective layers are typically 1 nm thick, preferably from 
40 to 200 nm thick and exhibit in particular a thickness which is a fraction 
e.g. A/2 or A/4 of the wavelength of the radiation to be reflected ." 
[Emphasis supplied] 

The thickness of the protective layer can be A/2 or A/4 of the wavelength of the 

radiation. 

Column 8, lines 52 to 56, of Patent '561 states: 

" The reflective layer c) on the reflector body via layer b) serves in 
particular to reflect energy in the form of waves and/or particles, usefully 
for reflecting radiation having wave lengths in the optical range, preferably 
visible light, in particular that having wave lengths of 400 to 750 nm ." 
[Emphasis Supplied] 
Therefore, an example of the thickness of the protective layer is 375 nm, i.e., A/2 
= 750 nm/2. Note that a thickness of 375 nm is larger than 200 nm, the upper 
value of the preferred thickness range. 

Patent '561 discloses reflection of "energy in the form of waves". 
Needless to say, such disclosure covers all of the types of encompassed 
radiation or energy in wave form, and their ranges of wave length. The types of 
energy in the form of waves and their ranges of wave length are in the literature 
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and known to one skilled in the art. The wave lengths at the lower and higher 

points of such ranges supply further examples, by means of A/2 and A/4 

calculation, of the disclosed thickness of the protective layer. 

The specification of Patent '561 provides further examples of the thickness 

of the protective layer, namely, 1 nm, 40 nm, 200 nm, 100 nm, (i.e., 400/4), 200 

nm (i.e., 400/2) and 187.5 nm (i.e., 750/4). 
Patent '561 further states: 

"The reflectors according to the invention having surfaces that bear 
such a reflective layer or multilayer system exhibit excellent reflectivity for 
example of electromagnetic radiation, especially electromagnetic radiation 
in the visible light range. The optical range includes e.g. infra-red range, 
the visible light range, ultra violet etc. The preferred range for application 
is that of electromagnetic radiation and thereby the visible light range. " 
[Emphasis Supplied] [Col. 9, lines 24 to 31] 

The radiation to be reflected includes electromagnetic radiation with some 

emphasis on the "optical range", that includes infrared light, visible light and ultra 

violet light. Patent '561 states: 

"The present invention includes also the use of reflectors having a 
surface resistant to mechanical and chemical attack and high total 
reflectivity for the reflection of radiation in the optical range i.e. daylight 
and artificial light thermal radiation, visible light, ultra violet light etc. Of 
particular importance is the use of reflectors for reflecting visible light in 



3 



particular daylight or artificial light, including UV light ." [Emphasis 
Supplied] [Col. 10, lines 5 to 12] 

Thermal radiation wave lengths come within the wave length range of the optical 

range. Patent '561 states: 

"Layers a) produced this way can be produced with a precisely 
prescribed layer thickness, pore-free, homogenous, and with regard to the 
electromagnetic radiation, transparent, in particular in the visible and/or 
infra-red range ." [Emphasis Supplied] [Col. 4, lines 63 to 67] 
Patent '561 states: 

"The metallic reflective layer (13), or layer system comprising metal 
reflecting layer (17) and protective layers (16), is deposited on the 
functional layer (12). A ray of light (15) penetrates the transparent 
protective layers (16), which are sketched in here and are in particular 
transparent, and is reflected by the metal reflecting layer (17)." [Emphasis 
Supplied] [Col. 10, lines 35 to 40] 

"For that reason the reflectors according to the invention are suitable e.g. 
as reflectors such as those for radiation sources or optical equipment. 
Such radiation sources are e.g. lights such as work-place lights, primary 
lights, secondary lights, strip lights with transvers reflectors, light 
elements, lighting covers, light deflecting fins or thermal radiators . The 
reflectors may also e.g. be mirrors or internal mirrors in optical equipment, 
lighting components or thermal radiators ." [Emphasis Supplied] [Col. 10, 
lines 34 to 42] 
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Infrared light has a range of wave length of 780 to 300,000 nm. 
Encyclopedia Britannica, Micropaedia, Vol. V, (1974), page 353, (copy enclosed), 
states: 

" infrared light , that portion of the electromagnetic spectrum 
adjacent to the long wave length, or red end of the visible light 
range . . . The infrared range is usually divided into three regions: near 
infrared (nearest the visible spectrum), with wavelengths 0.78 to 5.0 
microns (a micron, or micrometre, is 10" 6 metre); middle infrared, with 
wavelengths 3 to 30 microns : and far infrared, with wavelengths 30 to 300 
microns . Most of the radiation emitted by a moderately heated surface is 
infrared light; it forms a continuous spectrum." [Emphasis Supplied] 

Therefore, examples of the thickness of the protective layer are 1 ,500 nm (i.e., 

3,000/2), 750 nm (i.e., 3,000/4), 15,000 nm (i.e., 30,000/2), 7.5000 nm (i.e. 

30,000/4), 150,000 nm (i.e., 300,000/2), and 75,000 nm (i.e., 300,000/4). 

Ultraviolet light has a range of wavelength of 10 to 380 nm. Encyclopedia 

Britannica, Micropaedia, Vol. X, (1974), page 247, (copy enclosed), states: 
"ultraviolet light that portion of the electromagnetic spectrum 
adjacent to the short wavelength, or violet end of the visible light range. 
... The ultraviolet spectrum is usually divided into two regions: near 
ultraviolet (nearer the visible spectrum), with wavelengths 2000 to 3800 
angstrom units (one angstrom is 10" 1Q metre, or 0.1 nanometre): and far 
ultraviolet, with wavelengths 100 to 2000 angstrom units. " [Emphasis 
Supplied] 
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Therefore, examples of the thickness of the protective layer are 2.5 nm (i.e., 
10/4), 5 nm (i.e., 10/2), 100 nm (i.e., 200/2) and 50 nm (i.e., 200/4). 

One skilled in the art would consider the numerical range of 1 nm to 
150,000 nm for the thickness of the individual protective layers to be inherently 
supported by applicants' original disclosure. MPEP 2163.05 states: 
"III. RANGE LIMITATIONS" 

"With respect to changing numerical range limitations, the analysis 
must take into account which ranges one skilled in the art would consider 
inherently supported by the discussion in the original disclosure. In the 
decision in In re Wertheim, 541 F2d 257, 191 USPQ 90 (CCPA 1976), the 
ranges described in the original specification included a a range of '25% - 
60%' and specific examples of '36%' and '50%.' A corresponding new 
claim limitation to 'at least 35%' did not meet the description requirement 
because the phrase 'at least' had no upper limit and caused the claim to 
read literally on embodiments outside the '25% to 60%' range, however a 
limitation to 'between 35% and 60%' did meet the description 
requirement." 

Entry of the amendment is requested as the finality of the Office Action is 
premature, as shown above. 

The amendment filed on July 2, 2002 has been objected to under 35 
U.S.C. 132 because it introduces new matter into the disclosure. Applicants 
traverse this objection. 
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The preliminary amendment was mailed by certificate of mailing dated 
June 26, 2002, which is therefore the date it was timely filed. in the Patent Office, 
See Rule 8. The actual date received by the patent Office was apparently July 2, 
2002. Applicants will use the latter date for conformity of reference (as per Rule 
8). 

The Office Action stated 35 U.S.C. 132 states that no amendment shall 
introduce new matter into the disclosure of the invention. New matter has not 
been inserted by amendment, as shown previously and below. 

Nothing was amended by the preliminary amendment filed on July 2, 
2002, so this objection is in error. Therefore, the Examiner has prematurely gone 
final. Applicants request that the final status of the Office Action be withdrawn 
and that a new nonfinal Office Action be issued (if the application is not allowed). 

The Examiner has objected to the wrong amendment. The amendment 
that amended the specification is the one made at the time the reissue 
application was filed (i.e., July 5, 2001) by physically incorporating the change 
into the specification. 37 CFR 1 .173 (b) states: 

"(b) Making amendments in a reissue application. An amendment 
in a reissue application is made either by physically incorporating the 
changes into the specification when the application is filed , or by a 
separate amendment paper. If amendment is made by incorproaton, 
markings pursuant to paragraph (d) of this section must be used. If 
amendment is made by an amendment paper, the paper must direct that 
specified changed be made." [Emphasis Supplied] 
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The Office Action stated: that, in reference to the objection of the 
amendment filed on July 2, 2002 under 35 U.S.C. 132, because it introduced 
new matter in the disclosure, applicants argue that the Preliminary Amendment 
dated July 2, 2002 (not as dated June 26, 2002 which appears to be in error) did 
not amend anything but instead set out the basis for the amendment in the 
specification when the reissue application was filed; and that on this ground 
alone this objection is in error. Applicants traverse this statement and refer to 
Rule 173(b). While applicants disagree with the ground of the objection, 
applicants point out that the objection should have been to the amendment to the 
specification at the time the reissue application was filed. The present objection 
to the preliminary amendment, filed on July 2, 2002, is defective because the 
preliminary amendment did not amend anything. 

The date of the preliminary amendment was June 26, 2002 because that 
is the date of the certificate of mailing - the date of July 2, 2002 is the date it was 
filed via the fiat of the second sentence of Rule 8. 

The Office Action stated: that the Examiner agrees with applicants that the 
Preliminary Amendment filed on July 2, 2002 did not amend the specification; 
that, however, there is no amendment in the file to show when and how the 
specification was amended; and that, if the Preliminary Amendment filed on July 
2, 2002 did not amend the specification, the applications should provide when 
and how the specification was amended. The specification of the reissue 
application was amended on the date (i.e., July 5, 2001) that the reissue 
application was filed and that, pursuant to Rule 173(b), the specification was 
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made by physically incorporating the change into the specification when the 
reissue application was filed. The language of Rule 173(b) provides the basis for 
identifying the amendment under discussion. 

The Office Action stated that the added material which is not supported by 
the original disclosure is as follows: column 8, lines 28, changing the phrase 
"protective layers are typically 1 nm thick" to the phrase - protective layers are 
typically from 1 nm thick - introduces new matter because the addition of the 
word "from" to the phrase allows the thickness range of the protective layers to 
open ended while the original phrase limits to "1 nm thick protective layers." 
Applicants traverse this statement because new matter is not involved. 

Dependent Claim 12 in U.S. Patent No. 5,919,561 (Patent '591) states: 
"12. The reflector according to claim 1 , wherein the reflective layer 

(c) is a multilayer system comprising a reflecting layer and 

deposited on that transparent protective layers with different refractive 

indices." [Emphasis supplied] 
Dependent Claim 12 does not recite any thickness or thickness range for the 
transparent protective layer or layers. The thickness of the transparent protective 
layer in dependent claim 12 is "open ended" in both directions. This shows that 
the disclosure of Patent '591 teaches that the upper side of the thickness (range) 
of the transparent protective layer can be so-called "open ended". It would be 
obvious to one skilled in the art that the recitation "typically 1 nm thick" was an 
error and illogical when the transparent protective layer was "preferably from 40 
to 200 nm thick". One skilled in the art would not typically use a one nm 
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thickness when the preferred thickness is from 40 to 200 nm (the preferred 
thickness being at least 40 fold greater than the typical thickness). It is illogical 
and against the practice in the packaging/material/chemical fields and the patent 
filed to have the typical thickness being a single point value that is very far 
outside of the preferred range and does not cover the preferred range. The 
practice in the art is for the general/typical range to encompass the preferred 
range. One skilled in the art would readily ascertain the obvious error, and would 
readily see that the open endedness in dependent Claim 12 provided for the 
correction of the error (and remove the illogic situation caused by the subject 
error). The rule in In re Oda et al. is thereby followed and complied with by 
correcting the error to recite "typically more than 1 nm thick". The disclosure of 
Patent '591 directs the correction of the subject error caused by the translation 
error. 

Dependent Claim 13 in Patent '591 states: 

"13. The reflector according to claim 1 , wherein the reflective layer 
(c) is a multilayer system comprising a reflecting layer and deposited 
thereon transparent protective layers with different refractive indices, the 
reflective layer being 10 to 200 nm thick and each of the transparent 
protective layers being 40 to 200 nm thick .'TEmphasis supplied] 
This is the preferred thickness range. It is clearly illogical to one skilled in the art 
that the typical thickness (range) would not encompass the preferred thickness 
(range). 



10 



The pattern of the recitation of the thickness of the transparent protective 
layer in column 8 of Patent '591 also supports the amendment as not being new 
matter. Column 8, lines 28 and 29, recites "... are typically [?] 1 nm thick, 
preferably from 40 to 200 nm thick. . [Emphasis supplied] That sentence also 
evidences that its structure would be missing the word "from" the typical 
thickness range recitation (which is in line with the open endedness of dependent 
Claim 12). 

The pattern used by the other thickness ranges in Patent '561 has the 
preferred or advantageous thickness ranges within the span or scope of the 
general or typical thickness ranges - see column 2, lines 64 to 66, (reflector 
bodies), column 3, lines 19 to 34, (pre-treatment layer), column 5, lines 50 to 59, 
(aluminum oxide layer), and column 9, lines 13 to 15, (oxide-containing bonding 
layer). 

Roman Fuchs is one of the joint inventors in U.S. Patent No. 5,919,561 
(the patent for which this reissue application was filed). Column 1 , lines 34 to 
46, of Patent '561 discusses the disclosure of European Published Application 
No. 0495755 A1 (European 755). Roman Fuchs is also one of the joint 
inventors in European 755. The publication date of European 755 is in July 
1992. 

The discussion of European 755 in Patent '561 discloses objects having 
an aluminum surface, upon which is sequentially located a bonding layer (e.g., a 
ceramic layer), a light-reflecting layer (e.g., a metallic layer, e.g., aluminum), and 
"one or more transparent protective layers of metallic compounds". 
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European 755 is based upon Swiss Patent Application No. 68/91 (filed on 
January 1, 1991). U.S. Patent No. 5,403,657 (Patent '657), 5,527,572 and 
5,663,001 each claim the priority of Swiss Patent Application No. 68/91 and each 
has the effective U.S. filing date of December 23, 1 991 . The first two mentioned 
U.S. patents have publication dates before applicants' U.S. filing and Swiss 
priority filing dates. Roman Fuchs is one of the joint inventors in all three of such 
U.S. patents. 

All three of such U.S. patents have the same disclosure as that of 
European 755 of objects having an aluminum surface, upon which is 
sequentially located an optional adhesive layer (e.g., a metallic layer), and at 
least one transparent protective layer (e.g., of various metallic compounds). The 
following discussion of Patents '657 equally applies to the other two of such U.S. 
patents. 

Column 3, lines 44 and 45 , of Patent '657 states: 

'The individual layers are typically 1 to 200 nm, preferably 1 to 100 
nm thick." 

One skilled in the art and joint inventor Roman Fuchs use typical thickness 
ranges that span or encompass preferred thickness ranges. It is illogical 
otherwise and would indicate an obvious error to one skilled in the art. 

A copy of U.S. Patent Nos. 5,403,657, 5,527,572 and 5,663,001 and 
European Published Patent Application No. 0495755 A1 was earlier supplied. 
The knowledge possessed by one skilled in the art can be established by 
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reference to patents available to the public before applicants' filing date - see In 
re Lange (that involved a new matter issue). 

The Office Action stated that applicants are required to cancel the new 
matter in the reply to this Office Action. Applicants traverse this requirements 
because no new matter is involved. 

This objection should be withdrawn. 

Claims 1 to 15 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 251 as being based 
upon new matter added to the patent for which reissue is sought. Applicants 
traverse this rejection and have shown herein that new matter is not involved. 

The Office Action stated that the added material which is not supported by 
prior patent is as follows: 

Column 8, lines 28, changing the phrase "protective layers are typically 1 
mn thick" to the phrase - protective layers are typically from 1 nm thick - 
introduces new matter because the addition of the word "from" to the phrase 
allows the thickness range of the protective layers to be open ended while the 
original phrase limits to "1 nm thick protective layers". 
Applicants traverse this statement. The added material is supported by the 
disclosure of Patent '591 and the knowledge of one skilled in the art. In re Oda 
et al. and In re Lange support applicants' position that new matter is not involved. 
The Examiner's position is clearly in error and unsupported by the evidence. 

The applicants' discussion and evidence above under the objection are 
incorporated here so as not to be redundant. 
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The Office Action stated: that, in reference to the new matter rejection, 
applicants points to the C.C.P.A., In re Lange, 644 F.2d 856, and In re Oda et al., 
170 USPQ 268 (C.C.P.A. 1971), and argue that the dependent Claim 12 does 
not recite any thickness or thickness range for the transparent protective layer or 
layers; that the thickness of the transparent protective layer in dependent Claim 
12 is "open ended" in both directions; that this shows that the disclosure of U.S. 
Patent No. 5,919,561 teaches that the upper side of the thickness (range) of the 
transparent protective layer can be so-called "open-ended"; that it would be 
obvious to one skilled in the art that the recitation "typically 1 nm thick" was an 
error and illogical when the transparent protective layer was "preferably from 40 
to 200 nm thick", that one skilled in the art would not typically use a one nm 
thickness when the preferred thickness is from 40 to 200 nm; that applicants also 
points to U.S. Nos. Patents 5,403,657, 5,527,572 and 5,663,001 wherein one of 
joint inventors Roman Fuchs of this Patent No. 5,919,561 is also a joint inventor 
and these patents disclose individual layers are typically 1 to 200 nm, preferably 
1 to 100 nm thick, and that, thus, one skilled in the art and joint inventor Roman 
Fuchs use typical thickness ranges that span or encompass preferred thickness 
range. Applicants' points and positions are correct and show that no new matter 
is involved. 

The Office Action stated: that these arguments are unpersuasive because 
the recited cases are related to the typographical errors, which are different that 
in the instant case. Applicants traverse this statement. The cases relied upon by 
applicants are apropos to the issues at bar. The Preliminary Amendment 
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presented analysis and evidence that one skilled in the art would appreciate that 
the error was present, what the error was and how to correct it - this meets the 
requirements of In re Oda et al. so the amendment did not involve new matter. 
Applicants have herein, and in the 3/12/03 amendment, presented further 
reasons and evidence to show that new matter is not involved. Applicants have 
complied with the requirements of In re Oda et al. and In re Lange to show by 
reasons and evidence that new matter is not involved. Furthermore, under the 
circumstances of the case at bar the Board Ex parte Boudious decision is not 
controlling or even apropos. The later decisions of In re Oda et al. and In re 
Lange of the C.C.P.A. are the controlling and apropos decisions. 

The Office Action stated that, in Claim 12, the thickness of the protective 
layer is not recited and therefore it is open ended argument is unpersuasive 
because, when thickness is not recited in the claim, one skilled in the art would 
use the disclosure as a dictionary to find thickness. This statement is partially 
incorrect. One skilled in the art, when looking at Claim 12, would be guided by 
the disclosure to look for the thickness, including the extremes of the thickness 
range, that provide operable results, process, product, etc., and that fulfill the 
objects and purposes of the claimed invention. Applicants have above shown 
disclosure support for range and many examples. The Examiner's statement is 
incorrect in law and fact. 

The Office Action stated that, in the instant case, the protective layer(s) 
can be either 1 nm thick or from 40 to 200 nm thick. Applicants traverse this 
statement in view of the examples shown above. 
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The Office Acton stated that there is no evidence showing that the 
thickness of the protective layer can be higher than 200 nm, that are 
encompassed by the open-ended limitation. Applciants traverse this statement 
and have shown above that the evidence shows larger thickness. 

The Office Action stated that, further, there is no affidavit of fact b an 
expert providing showing that the thickness of the protective layer can be open- 
ended. This statement is not pertinent. The inherent examples show a thickness 
of 150,000 nm, etc. No expert declaration is necessary as applicants' disclosure 
shows and supports the claims and the amendments to the specification. 

The Examiner has misanalyzed the In re Oda et al. decision and 
incorrectly attempted to limit in re Oda et al. to its particular set of facts. In re 
Oda et al. expressly sets out the broad principals and procedures for determining 
if any particular amendment does or does not constitute new matter. Specifically, 
In re Oda et al. states: 

" On all the evidence, we conclude that one skilled in the art would 

appreciate not only the existence of error in the specification but what the 

error is. As a corollary, it follows that it is also known how to correct it. 

We therefore disagree with the board's first conclusion that the change of 

'nitrous' to 'nitric' is 'new matter.'" 

"We also think there is adequate evidence in the record to show 

that the error in saying 'nitrous' instead of 'nitric' was a translation error." 

[Emphasis supplied] [Page 272] 

In re Oda et al. dealt with a translation error and set out the principles and 
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procedures of how to determine whether or not new matter was present. The 
Examiner has not followed the analysis, principles, etc., required by In re Oda et 
al. (and In re Lange). The present objection and rejection are defective. For 
example, the Examiner did not deal with or mention the following from the 
Preliminary Amendment: 

"The error was that the translator left the word 'from' out of the 
phrase 'are typically from 1 nm thick, preferably from 40 to 200 nm thick 1 
(in German). One skilled in the art would know that an error was present 
in the phrase 'are typically 1 nm thick, preferably from 40 to 200 nm thick,'. 
That is, it appears to be an error to say that the (each) transparent 
protective layer typically has a thickness of 1 nm when the preferred 
thickness range is from 40 to 200 nm. Note that Claim 12 does not 
contain any thickness value or range for any of the transparent protective 
layers of reflective layer (c). [Emphasis supplied] [Page 1 and 2] 
The Examiner's attention is also drawn to the following: 
M.P.E.P. 2163 states: 

' While there is no in haec verba reguirement, newly added claim 
limitations must be supported in the specification through express, 
implicit, or inherent disclosure. An amendment to correct an obvious error 
does not constitute new matter where one skilled in the art would not only 
recognize the existence of the error in the specification, but also recognize 
the appropriate correction. In re Oda. 443 F.2d 1200, 170 USPQ 268 
(CCPA 1971) ." [Emphasis Supplied] 
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This summarization of In re Oda et al. is incorrect because In re Oda et al. states: 
"As a corollary, it follows that when the nature of this error is known it is 
also known how to correct it. " [Emphasis supplied] [Page 272] 
M.P.E.P. 2163.05 states: 

"With respect to changing numerical range limitations, the analysis 
must take into account which ranges one skilled in the art would consider 
inherently supported by the discussion in the original disclosure." 
The Examiner has erroneously, without any justification, attempted to 
restrict the application of In Re Oda et al. to the specific or type of fact situation 
involved in In Re Oda et al. As applications have shown above, In re Oda et al. 
is not so restricted. In re Oda et al. sets out broad principles and procedures to 
be used in determining whether or not new matter is involved. In re Oda et al. is 
not limited to its specific facts or factual type of situation. Furthermore, In re 
Lange stated that one skilled in the art and such person's knowledge (as shown, 
for example, by prior patents) had to be considered and examined in determining 
if new matter was or was not present. 

This reissue application seeks to reissue U.S. Patent No. 5,919,561 to 
correct an error which resulted from the translation into English of the German 
language priority Swiss patent application. The translator erroneously did not 
translate the German word "von" so the English translation comprising the U.S. 
application underlying U.S. Patent No. 5,919,561 left out the English word "from." 
The details are set out in the reissue application declaration (and supplemental 
declaration) and the declaration of the translator, both of record. 
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The mistranslation sought to be corrected does not involve any claim or 
claim limitation or any preferred range. The error in the specification was that the 
translator left the word "from" out of the phrase "are typically from 1 nm thick, 
preferably from 40 to 200 nm thick" (in German). One skilled in the art would 
know that an error was present in the phrase "are typically 1 nm thick, preferably 
from 40 to 200 nm thick." That is, it appears to be an error to say that the (each) 
transparent protective layer typically has a thickness of 1 nm when the preferred 
thickness range is from 40 to 200 nm. Note that Claim 12 does not contain any 
thickness value or range for any of the transparent protective layers of reflective 
layer . 

In the case of In re Oda et al., 170 USPQ 268, (C.C.P.A. 1971), 
mistranslations were made in preparing the U.S. application in English from 
corresponding Japanese applications. The patentees in such instance filed a 
reissue application to correct the U.S. patent. The C.C.P.A. ruled that correction 
of such mistranslation was not "new matter" and allowed the compound claims of 
the reissue application. The translator's error in the case a bar is clearly 
analogous and comes within the In Re Oda et al. doctrine. There is more than 
adequate and convincing evidence in the record to show that no new matter is 
involved. 

This rejection should be withdrawn. 
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Reconsideration, reexamination and allowance are requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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VERSION WITH MARKINGS TO SHOW CHANGES MADE 

The following new paragraph has been inserted in column 8, between 
lines 42 and 43: 

The thickness of individual protective layers can be, for example, from 1 
nm to 150,000 nm. Examples of the thickness of the individual protective layers 
are 1 nm, 2.5 nm, 5 nm, 40 nm, 50 nm, 100 nm, 187.5 nm, 200 nm, 375 nm, 750 
nm, 1,500 nm, 7,500 nm, 15,000 nm, 75,000 nm and 150,000 nm. 
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